











Matter of D-M-O-

contribution of the Petitioner, as utilized the technology long before his employment.
Moreover, discussed the impact of the Petitioner’s method to steamfloods
rather than to the greater field. did not show, for example, that the Petitioner’s method

has been extensively implemented outside of

The letters considered above primarily contain attestations of the Petitioner’s status in the field
without providing specific examples of how he made original contributions that rise to a level
consistent with major significance. Letters that repeat the regulatory language but do not explain
how an individual’s contributions have already influenced the field are insufficient to establish
original contributions of major significance in the field. Kazarian, 580 F.3d at 1036, aff’'d in part
596 F.3d at 1115, 1122. Moreover, USCIS need not accept primarily conclusory statements. /756,
Inc. v. The U.S. Att'y Gen., 745 F. Supp. 9, 15 (D.C. Dist. 1990). For these reasons, the Petitioner
did not demonstrate that he meets this criterion.

Evidence that the alien has performed in a leading or critical role for organizations or
establishments that have a distinguished reputation. 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3)(viii).

The Director determined that the Petitioner satisfied this criterion. As discussed in this decision, the
Petitioner documented his service in HOSFSP within and the record demonstrates that he
has otherwise contributed to the successes of the company. Accordingly, we agree with the
Director’s tindings, and the Petitioner established that he performed in a critical role.

Evidence that the alien has commanded a high salary or other significantly high remuneration
for services, in relation to others in the field. 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3)(ix).

The Director found that the Petitioner met this criterion. The record contains evidence showing that
his salary is approximately twice as much as the wages of others in his field earning at the high end
of the spectrum. Therefore, we concur with the Director’s determination, and the Petitioner
demonstrated that he satisfies this criterion.

[II. CONCLUSION

The Petitioner has not submitted the required initial evidence of either a one-time achievement or
documents that meet at least three of the ten criteria. As a result, we need not provide the type of
final merits determination referenced in Kazarian, 596 F.3d at 1119-20. Nevertheless, we advise
that we have reviewed the record in the aggregate, concluding that it does not support a finding that
the Petitioner has established the level of expertise required for the classification sought. For the
foregoing reasons, the Petitioner has not shown that he qualifies for classification as an individual of
extraordinary ability.
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ORDER: The appeal is dismissed.
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